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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



YOLANDA C. GIBSON-MICHAELS 
Plaintiff, 



SHELA C. BAIR, et.al. 

Defendants 



Civil Action Nos.l:06CV0194d 
Documents No.: 8,9,14,18 !; 



PLAINTIFFS MOTION TO VACATE JUDGE RICARDO M. URBINA'S ORDER 

DATED MAY 3"*, 2007, GRANTING DEFENDANT'S SECURIGUARD CORPORATION, 

USEC, DOUGLAS FAHEY, AND WORKFORCE VIOLENCE INSTITUTE 

MOTION TO DIMISS 

Now Comes, Yolanda C. Gibson-Michaels (prose). Plaintiff in the above-entitled 
complaint and files a Madoa to Vacate Judge Ricardo M. Urbino's Order Dated May 3"*. 2007 . 

Plaintiff complaint contained violations of statutory and constitutional laws. This 
Court governed by requirements of Certification bv the Court 

The U.S. District Court had a duty to avplv Rule 5.1 . Constitutional Challenge to 
a Statute - Notice, Certification, and Intervention before issuance of a ruling, states that 
the yourt must, under 28 U.S.C. § 2403, certi^ to the Attorney General of the 
United States that there is a Constitutional chaUenee to a Federal Statute 

n. Intervention- Final Decision on the Merits 

The rules states that: "Unless the court sets a later time, the attorney general may 
intervene within 60 days after the notice of constitutional question is filed or after the 
court certifies the challenge. 



, ,,„ o 
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The U.S. District Court had a duty to follow provisions which required that: In 
such a proceeding from any court of the United States, as defined by 28 U.S.C. § 451, the 
initial document also shall state whether that court, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2403(a), 
certified to the Attorney General the fact that the Constitutionality of an Act of 
Congress was drawn into question . See Rule 14.1(e)(v). 

L JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

This Court has both subject matter jurisdiction over this action and personal 
jurisdiction over Plaintiffs' claims pursuant to Electronic Communication Privacy Act of 
1986, Pub. L. No. 99-508, 100 Stat. 1848, Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968, Pub. L. No. 90-351, tit. HI, §§ 801-804, 82 Stat. 21 1, 9-7. 100 Authorization of 
implications for Wire, Oral, and Electronic Interception Orders; Privacy Act, 5 U.S.C. § 
552a. A motion to dismiss under Rule 12(b) (6) should be granted only if it appears 
beyond doubt that "no relief could be granted under any set of facts that could be proved 
consistent with the allegations." H.J., Inc. v. Northwestern Bell Tel. Co., 492 U.S. 229, 
249-50 (1989). 

Judge Urbino stated on page 4 of the May 3'** Order that: **Althougii the 
complaint is prolix, repetitive and confusing at times, its does provide specific 
details and provides adequate notice o the basis of the plaintiff's claims. The 
DUintiff*s statutory citetions and factual aUeeations provide sufficient notice to the 
defendants and, thus, the complaint satisfies the requirements of Rule gfa) " 

The U.S. District Court civil docket confirmed that named Defendant Jenekia J. 
Johnson was served by summons on December 7, 2006; entered by initials (JF) on 
December 8. 2006 . 
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However, Judge Urbina asserted on page 5 of Plaintiffs complaint filed under 
case number 06-cv-1933 that Johnson was not served. Plaintiff also filed a motion to 
vacate Judges Order under both case numbers 06-cv-1940 and 06-cv-1933 . 

Courts have ruled that the issue on a motion to dismiss "is not whether . . . 
plaintiff will ultimately prevail but whether the claimant is entitled to offer evidence to 
support the claims in which all allegations within her Complaint must be taken as true. 
See Scheuer, 416 U.S. at 236. 

II. BREACHED DUTY 

It's indisputable Aat defendants Patricia Del Marvil CEO, (Securiguard), David Marvil, 
USEC Services Corporation, Steve Kaufer, CEO, Workforce Violence Institute, Douglas Fahey, 
Jenekia Johnson, et.al. owed Plaintiff a duty of care to conform to a standard of conduct in the 
retention, hiring of guard personnel. Defendants Securiguard and USEC Services Corporation 
hired Douglas R. Fahey (unlicensed security guard) whom targeted Plaintiff by acting under the 
color law in violation of Plaintiff s civil, constitutional, privacy, age, race; parental rights etc. 
in. STANDARD OF CARE 

It's indisputable that the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) and named 
Defendants owed Plaintiff a high standard of care to perform fimess and integrity checks of all 
contract employees allowed onto the premises of a Federal Agency. 

FDIC foiled to exercise the "highest" degree of care during the retention, screening, and 
hiring of unlicensed Security Guard personnel whom were only contracted to provide "Guard 
Services" in accordance to the General Services Administraticxi (GSA) 
IV. CAUSATION 

It is indisputable that the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) and named 
Defendants (tortfessors) breach and violation of a standard of care caused injuries to Plaintiff. 
FDIC, Securiguard and USECs employment of Douglas R. Fahey (unlicensed) contractor violated 



Case1:06-cv-01940-RMU Document 62 Filed 05/18/2007 Page 4 of 10 



Plaintiff's right under Title Vn, age, race, FMLA, disparate treatment, negligence and other 

violations of Plaintiffs civil and constitutional rights under the law, due process, and other claims 

filed before the Court. 

V. FDIC, SECURIGUARD, USEC CORPORATION, AND THE WORKFORCE 
VIOLENCE INSTITUTE (STEVE KAUFER) VIOLATED MANDATORY CONTRACT 
PROCEDRUES 

a) Background Investigation Questionnaire For Contractors 

b) Part 366 - Minimum Standards of Integrity and Fitness for an FDIC Ccmtractor 

c) Contractor Confidentiahty Agreement 

d) Contractor Past Performance RFP Reference Check QuesticNmaire 

e) FDIC Contractor Representations and Certifications 

f) FDIC Integrity and Fitness Rqiresentations and Certifications 

g) Notice & Authorization for the Fair Credit Reporting Act 

h) Badcground Investigation Questionnaire for Ccmtractor Perscmnel & Subosatractors 



^ 
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VI. INDEMNIFICATION 

Defendants attempt to shield itself from intentional negligent actions, de&mation of 

Plaintiff character, Title VII, due process, and constitutional protections afiforded to Plaintiff. 

Defendant's contractual Indemnification agreements, license requirements, wanants, Ixmds, 

certifications are clearly articulated in both Securiguard and USEC Corporation contractual 

agreement with the Federal Dqposit Insurance Corporation, under Article XI. Indemnification, 

page 16 of the USEC Corporation contract clear states, in part, that: 

"Contractor agrees to indemnify, Hold Harmless, and Defend the FDIC in all of its 
capacities, and all of its officers, directors, and employees against any and all claims, 
losses, penalties, fines, forfeitures, amounts paid in settlement, judgments, 
reasonable attorneys' fees and related litigation, costs, fees, expenses which result 
from any act or omission constituting negligence, willful misconduct or breach of 
fiduciary duty by any officer, director, agents or employees of Contractor o r its 
subconti-actors in connection with Contrac tor's performance under this contract •* 

Plaintiffs original complaint and opposition to defendant's motion to dismiss, clearly 
provided evidence that Douglas R. Fahey did not haye a licensed, was paid under both 
Securiguard and USEC Corporation contracts, and violated Articles I, Vn, Scope, suitability, 
standards of conduct to and including other articles under tiie Securiguard contract and Steve 
Kaufer (CEO), Consultant for the Workforce Violence Institute had no right to accept evidence 
fi-om an unlicensed security guard, publish, comment, provide a professional psychoanalysis 
against Plaintiff, publish personal information regarding plaintiffs &mily members. 

vn. Misappliciition of Negligence and Defamytion CUtimy 

Plaintiffs claims of Neelieenc Prose. Defamation Ptose and an unauthorized 
Interception of Oral Communications are violations of the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968. Title HI, §§ 801-804, 82 Stat. 21 1, 9-7.100, Oral, Wire, 
Electronic Interception Orders; Privacy Act, 5 U.S.C. § 552a. Federal Trade Commission 
AcUFrCA)§618. 



Case 1 :06-cv-Q1 940-RMU Document 62 Filed 05/1 8/2007 Page 6 of 1 



Courts mandate as a matter of law that a violation of the statute will constitute 
neeligence per sc . As such a violation of the statute requires the Court to apply 
principals ofN^ligfiicf pyrsf and Defamff^Qn per sy in its application of the rules of 
law. See RandaU David Fischer v. Mt Olive Luthemn Church, et al. 207 F. Supp.2d 
914 (WD. Wis., March 28, 2002). Specifically, Courts have ruled that a dismissal 
without an Evidentiary Hearing offends due process is a '^Reversible Error^. See, 
Haines vs. Kemer, 404 US 519 (1972) 405 US 948 (1972). 

In the instant case, the courts refused to dismiss the Plaintiffs claims. The court 
ruled that. .**DeDending on what actually occurred, the defendants should have 
shopped listening tp the teleph«^n^ call when they ^tisyovyred it was personul in 
nature. The court refused to dismiss plaintiffs privacy act claims because plaintiff 
may have had a f reasonable expectation of privacvl in the telephone call if his claim 
that he made the call from a place his employer designated for private personal calls was 
true." The Supreme Court declared that a Federal court tnavnot apply a heightened 
pleading standard to a complaint alleging statutory violations . See Branch v. Tunnell, 14 
F.3d 449, 450, (9th Cir. 1994). The Supreme Court has ruled that the "[t]he touchstone of 
due process is protection of the individual against arbitrary action of government and 
private parties." See County of Sacramento v. Lewis, 523 U.S. 833. 

Courts have ruled that a plaintiff may prevail when de prived of rights secured 
by the United States Constitution or Federal Statutes U.S.CONST Amended XTV, 
§ 1 . The Fourteenth Amendment Due Process clause is a limitation on state power, while 
the Fifth Amendment Due Process clause limits Federal power. Halinger v. Davis. 146 
U.S. 314, 319 (1892). Paul v. Davis. 424 U.S. 693, 701 (1976). 
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Vm. Plaintiff Established Defamation Per Se 

Plaintiffs original complaint provided evidence, statute, case law, and facts to 
support that Defendant Douglas Fahey (unlicensed) impersonated a United States 
Federal investigator r Acting Under the Color of Law^ by which he stated PlaintifT 
caused Johnson (Defendant) a so-called "Feeling of Threat" See Phipps v. Clark Oil & 
Ref Corp., 408 N.W.2d 569, 573 (Minn. 1987). 

Courts have ruled that defamation per se are allegations of serious sexual 
misconduct: \atteeaHoius of serious criminal misbehavior] : or aUeeations that a person 
is afflicted with a loathsome disease . Plaintiff provided evidence that she is and 
continues to be labeled as a Threat but for the willful negligence and defamation of 
Plaintiffs character and reputation by Douglas R. Fahey whom impersonated a United 
States officer while acting under the color of law. See Gobin v. Globe Publishing Co., 
232 Kan. 1, 649 P.2d 1239, 1244 (1982); Swanson v. American Hardware Mutual Ins. 
Co., 359N.W.2d 705, 707 (Minn. App. 1984). 

Plaintiff established that she has proven impairment of a liberty interest by named 
defendant's false statements with the filing of evidence in the original complaint. See 
Codd, 429 U.S. at 627-28. Both requirements have been met by the plaintiffs, as detailed 
throughout her pleadings. Liberty interests arise if an employee is terminated in a 
manner that 'stigmatizes' them by impugning their reputations or foreclosing their future 
employment opportunities," Orange v. District of Columbia, 59 F.3d 1267, 1274 
(D.C.Cir. 1995), citing Roth, 408 U.S. at 572-73, or, as explained above, when an 
applicant is denied employment. See e.g., Larry v. Lawler, 605 F.2d 954, 956 (7th Cir. 
1978); Velger v. Cawley, 525 F.2d 334, 336 (2d Cir. 1975). 



7 
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[T]he principal recent cases from this court in which a government-imposed 
stigma by its actions or actions of its agents or contractors it was found to have deprived 
the stigmatized person of a liberty interest involved either loss of employment or 
foreclosure of a right to be considered for government contracts in common with all other 
purposes. See Mosrie, 718 F.2d at 1 161. Plaintiff presented that these are all factual 
issues that are totally inappropriate to resolve in an initial Motion to Dismiss, especially 
before any discovery has taken place or a hearing before the district court. 

Plaintiff has sufficiently demonstrated that the defendants' Motion to Dismiss 
should be denied, this Court should permit Plaintiff the opportunity to immediately 
commence discovery. Courts addressing the type of case set forth herein permit plaintiffs 
to commence discovery as a routine matter. See e.g., O'Donnell, 148 F.3d at 1 139; 
Orange, 59 F.3d at 1275; Kartseva, 37 F.3d at 1530. Furthermore, because most of the 
evidence relating to the plaintiffs' claims are "likely to be exclusively in the possession of 
the government, it would seem appropriate to accord [plaintiffs] the discovery necessary 
to this issue." Britt v. Naval Investigative Service, 886 F.2d 544, 551 (3d Cir. 1989). 

Whereas. Plaintiffs has demonstrated that she is legally entitled to proceed with 
her complaint before this Honorable Court for its consideration prior to any final 
judgment being issued. 

Respectfully submitted. 



Yolaiida C. Gibson-Michaels (prose) 
221 a Anvil Lane 
Temple Hills, Maryland 20748 
(301) 630-5062 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 18d«vofMav2007. a copy of the foregoing 
Plaintiffs' Opposition to Defendants' Motion to Dismiss was mailed Federal Express 
mailed to named defendants: 



CoDJes to : 

Harvey A. Levin 
Thompson Cobum LLP 
1909 K Street, N.W. - Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20006 

David Zachary Kaufman, Esq. 
Kaufman Law Firm 
11 3 50 Random Hills Road - Suite 800 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 
Securiguard, Inc./USEC Corporation 



Scott D. Helsel 
Walton & Adams, 
1924 Isaac Newton Square 
Reston, Virginia 20190 

Claire Whitaker, U.S. Attorney 
555 4*^ Street, N.W. E-4204 
Washington, DC. 20530 



^ 
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m THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



YOLANDA C. GIBSON-MICHAELS 
Plaintiff, 



SHELAC.BAIR,et.al. 

Defendants 



Civil Action Nosl:06CV01940 
Documents No.: 8,9,14,18 



ORDER 

It is upon consideration of Plaintiff s Motion to Vacate Judges Order Dated 
May 3, 2007 is hereby by Granted on this day of , 2007. 



Judge 



Copies to ; 

Harvey A Levin 
Thompson Cobum LLP 
1909 K Street, N.W. - Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20006 

David Zachary Kaufman, Esq. 
Kaufman Law Firm 
1 1350 Random Hills Road - Suite 800 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 



Scott D. Helsel 
Walton & Adams, 
1924 Isaac Newton Square 
Reston, Virginia 20190 

Claire Whitaker, U.S. Attorney 
555 4* Street, N.W. E-4204 
Washington, D.C. 20530 



iO 
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SI ^^^^^'SSSSi^ 

^am "WROMUTAIIWJUCIOiPAiniWT 



Jaouoy 11,2005 



Mil. YolankC Gibioo-Mklttelt 
""HSiwdtNoftlnwit RoQmH.30Sl 
Wuhmgton.D.C. 20001 

Deirl>fn. GibHB-MidMeli: 

ThiilflttvwillcoiiilimyanroQovantiaa 









Bnnch Manager 
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November 9, aoos 
Waahington. D.c. 



(^'^5/V.(./,7C/9^3 



«e:J 



0) The Wire tap court myi- 

^^^.'^d request to the atti.nH« - y ^.-^ 
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^^^ 









oa j, 



L 



^•^••Wn^M^ind 20741 



Adnl 



;«op»afyBa.,ai,^ -I 



-*«»^'3W£S«^^£KS5? 



SiaMn()>. 
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FILENUMBER:WASHINGTON Incidem Number: O-OOOOOOOIM ^ ,. 

.^ 4>ve¥^'ViO 



liliVw^ 



Ae 1st noorlplacedtSoiy cassette ieyito withi90nuniitetM»e 

P**"*^ we microphoiie so thtt it extended slightly. brtunoSu^ ft^^^punTl 

lIJ!f.I?L^ . 'If'"***^'"'^'^'^"'"'*^ JOHNSON then advised 

StJ^^A-'i^fl^^r 'T"« *'o^»''«^ to meet me in the lobby, she wdked past GBSON- 

MICHAELS' cube. «id GIBSON-MICHAELS poked her hcS o« «ul .skiSter ifAe L 

Sir^I ;i?" . "^ ?^ •^"*- JOHNSON told me she told GBSON-MICHAELS no. that 

she was tiywg not to dimk about it I then allowed JOHNSON tn lonk >t some notes I h^ , 



"^i^e^itts^^^ 




1^ u«j«,c«««yrorneriD succeed m beginning a dialogue. I hiraed the re^on^ ' ^ *'t fr^ 

record posijon and recoided a brief introduction, saying die date (April 15) and the time was ^ (^^^ V 

3gi ff tot he 3rdfloor ofd» buUdingtoJos«te GmSON-MICHAiJLS .Th.t.^ . ^ <? 

MICHAELS Md began a conversation wiA her. The tape continued to run and record thei ^^^^^ 

3^C\ .i L^?'^'*~''^':e?^,'^'^''^*«»«*fl~^^«I*enrecoveredA^ 
r />*^ r^ ^^°r'S7™; JOHNSON reported S^^^^P* 

V^y ^-^N rn^n^' "* *1 *?1°^** conversation, [off tape] OffiSON-MICHAELS hugged her. 

\p^ JOHNSON ifftgewerean y witnesses to the conversation thevjn^ h J ,nH £^gJ^. 

^^vJ^OP^ both ofyou are lOOy. certain that it wasntyou. Also, taking a lie detector to detemiinVS,^.?^ 
^^^"^ was someone else other than yourselves will give both of you a chance to resume yo J! g«S 
v^^X> friendship. Or the investigator might request that you are both tested regarding the facte 

{y surrounding your situation The test only cost sometimes between $20.00 or WO.OO dollars 

FDIC might be able to administer die test free. Since diere is a possibility that there 
could have been someone other than yourselves; then you both should take the te« together or 
sepanite and apart If you are telling the TRUTH...then there shouldn't be a problem with t^ ng 
a LIE detectortest to save your friendship. (SMILE)... " (end of e-mail) ^ 

On 15 April 2004 at 14.IlHrs., GIBSON-MICHAELS sent JOHNSON an internet link 
j'o^SOV^foS^ ^'t '"^■'■'" ""^ ^"^ormation regarding the Polygraph (Lie Detector Test). 

i^kTe'j^/^rittr^^^ 

On 16 .April 20H at 1 0:20Hrs.. I left a voice message for JOHNSON to call me. At 1 4 20Hrs I 
r fi'snt vnrtA?,'r;''°." ^^J^'' ^ ""^^ ^' ^° "^~^ ^'^ *« ^conversation she had ^vith ' 
^<JH.. SON stated she wouldn't be as comfortable with GIBSON-MICHAELS from ^n and 



Case 1 :f)6-cv-01 940-RMU Document 62-2 Filed 05/1 8/2007 Page 5 of 1 6 



fl?. 



■i 



^f ^^ f ^ f- c> I 

Iff >^ 








ri 






-^1 
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MlHtehMllMMl 



IneldmntNumbmr. O-oooooo^f^ 

InefMCWalii 

Category: 

Typ«: 

Security Laval: 

Polica Fila: 

Oceurrad From Data: 

Oecurrad To Date: 

Raportad Date: 

Raporting Parson: 
Org. Rollupl: 
Building Nama: 
Lagal Daacription: 
Local Piiono NumtMr: 
StraatAddrasa: 
City: 
Country: 
Gao. Rollupl: 
Location: 
Location Datells: 
Incidant Summary: 



ffla Numbmr WASHINGTn^ 




Threats 

Workplace Violence 
FDIC Securit/ 
No 
4/14/2004 



1717HStNW 



rg. Rollup2: 



Subcategory: 

Loaa/DamagaTVpa: 

Stetua: 

Police File Number: 

Occurred From Time: 

Occurred To Time: 

Reported Time: 

Superviaor 

Org. RoliupS: 

Number: 



99CurltvL0v1:PDlc^^^fHfY 

By Employee 



Ref.tc Management 

11:22:0GAM 

11:59:00AM 



3rd Floor 



Geo. Rollup2: 



State/Province: 
Zip/Postel Code: 



Geo. RollupS: . 



Intern felt threatened by words used by employee ^ ^ ^ H^ rtnd/*! 6 btoi vr1.c/rie-7ji 



Peraon Name: Gibson-Michaels, 

Yolanda 
Incident Person Type: Employee 
Commenta: 
IngffffptPBrfonDtfPillf (For more Person Details please see the Person Profile Report) 



Salutation: Ms. 
Company Employee: 



Yes 



Peraon Status: 
Barring Notice: No 



Sex/Gender 
Home Address: 
City: 
Country: 
Home Phone: 
Clothing Type: 

Feature Type: 

Injured: 
Injury Type: 

^oapttai Name: 
^IratAld: 
Noik Time Lost 
=rom: 

ncldent Report 



Female 



Date of Birth: 



Age: 



No 



Stete/Provlnca: 
Zip/Postal Coda: 
Business Phone: 
Clothing 
Description: 
Feature 
Deecriptlon: 
Hoapitalized: 

Injury 

Description: 

Treated By: 

Causa: 

Woric Time Lost 

To: 



Printed: 12/27/2004 1:43 pm 
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After asking OIBSON-MICHAELS to explain some of the specific inconsistencies. 
raORSTEWSON Slopped die interview at 1 2:55Hn. and asked for my assurance diat nodiing 
from dila interview would be used in any potential future criminal proceeding against GIBSON- 
MICHAELS. I was not able to give him diat assurance and we all agreed to contact James 
LANTELME regarding diM issue. I cont«:ted LANTELME by telephone and put him on 
speakerphone. THORSTEINSON addressed diis issue widi LANTELME, who stated he would 
checked widi a labor relations attorney and call back. At 13.05Hrs.. LANTELME called back 
and while on speakerphone. said diat Jimmy LAWRENCE gave an assurance dut nodiing from 
this admmistrative interview would be used against GIBSON-MICHAELS in any future criminal 
proceeding. This assurance satisfied THORSTEINSON and die interview resumed. 

ta all, I addressed die following eleven questions from my interview widi GIBSON-MICHAELS. 
Reference information as to where die relevant transcript information can be found on die tape is 
included. KEY: JJ - Jenekia Johnson; YGM - Yolanda Gibson-Michaels. 

40. Didn't sht ttttyou shtjkh very threatened by you because you said that if nothing 
happens to her. th en things wo uld roll over to Jcyda. 
ANSrNo. ^^ 



^^t 

V 



1 



Tape Counter Number 112 ^^ -ra. i_i 

Time into tape: 1 1 minutes 58 seconds ^^*\*f<\xS> *=>•'*> *^ CysCi.^.ia»K3 

Relevant Transcript: ^^ '^•^V»Uy 

JJ: Ah, I just came here only because I duHight about eveiydiing you said yesteiday and I 
was upset yesterday but Ijust tried not to show it I feh veiy direatened yesterday by you 
believe it or not When you kept um using Jayda (YGM: uh-huh) you know, sayingthat 

I neard pleny of times but ifs like I iust felt vervverv thre atened because Jt"! Mky feuT- 
how you leei uis iaeWl know what is the tru di. I know diat evervthing vn»'»i «i^n, "S;. ;♦ 
evety, 1 m ean, okay, you said. 



sounds, ev 



DISCUSSION on QUESTION 40; J 

After listening to die tape. GIBSON-MICHAELS maintained her answer to die question was 
no. saying diat JOHNSON said -believing me or not" 



^lJi^°^^ C7/feo»-^«cAfl«&. h4s. Johnson told you that she feh very threatened by you 
aian t she? 

ANS: No. She never felt ducatened by me. She said she felt direatened by her sins. I don't 
know what sins she was talking about. ■ 



Tape Counter Number 1 12 

Time into tape: 1 1 minutes 58 seconds 

Relevant Transcript- 

JJ: Ah, I just came here only because 1 thought about everydiing you said yesterday and I 

was upset yesterday but I just tried not to show it I felt very direatened yesterday by you 
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FILE NUMBER: WASHINGTON lnHH*-*M u^ « 

y^ 'ncidenf Number: 0-0000000186 ^ 

%J^' ^1 believe it or not When you kept urn usins Javda rVGM- ..h.u..t,s I ^ ' U^ ^ 

ANS:No. 




Tape Counter Number 1 36 and 147 

Tune into tape: J4 minutes 28 seconds and 15 minutes. 29 seconds 

Relevant Transcript (136): 

JJ: You mean Hechfs? 
Relevant Transcript (147): 

PISCUSSrONnnOIJF^-n^]^^,. 

ANS: No. 

Approximate fane «fer>t,^y |f,f^^^|,-^„ 

19 
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FILE NUMBER: WASHINGTON incident Number: 0-0000000186 



^. 






conversation, Yolanda asked "did I think about what she said to me the day before" this was to 
confess to something that I did not do. I also told her that I went home and tried to think nothing 

During a conversation that I had with you 10 minutes later, you asked me was there any contact 

rmtl^^*^ r .^ '^'"* r ^ '^^^- ^ '°'** y°" *'"' that I had just ran into her before 
l^Ti^Vu ^°" *^?* "»« "^^ ^«« said by her. and I told you Aen, that all she said was 
did I Arnk about what she said yesterday and I said No". You then gave me a p i^^ nf n«p.. 

whichhad wntmgon i t . on how you want ed me to approach Yolanda Whil^ vn„ ^ 'i^Z^ 

the wire m my purse, you asked me to think of another way of approachlSTYSlsSnCiRlvay 
was to say hello Yolanda, I'm sony that Hied to you , and yes I did think about what you has said 
to me yesterday." (end of e-mail) ^^ /"ujimswu 

SisON MirlSTSflV?! "p;JQHNSON was referring to on the tape referenced her telling 

rhr*fuSt?*^^''"^"°^'^°"«'^^^"**^^ 

The original tape recording and original statement b v GIBSON-MICHAELS were stored as 
evidence in the Operations Center. 



)^ 






JoS^ifn^^'^ suggest that GIBSON-MICHAELS did make jnappropriate comments to^ "^ " '^ 
JOHNSON, which supports her allegations that she feh threatenedl )v GIBSQN.MTrRAFT Q a 
copy ofBus report, a copy of the recorded tape, and a copy of GIBSON-MICHAELS' statement 
were provided to LANTELME on 3 May 2004. !»«"craeni 






"BiVAt Njc-isci_ vntjTde ti cVoifd dccw oVe.UE Cpj iV.'^^Cm. J 



0. 
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^(S„.JC^ 



UwJ 



|Q«»on-Micha«l«.YolandaC. y" 

" ■ Lawrence, James R. ^^ 

Wednesday. June 02. 2004 5:33 PM 
Gtoson-Mlchaels. yo/anda C 

Thanks for the infon^ation. I enjoyed speaking with you. 

—"Original Message- — 
From: Gibson-Michaels, Yolanda C 
Swit: Wednesday, June 02, 2004 5:23 PM 
To: Lawrence, James R. 

AdditionaJ information... 



us federal wiretapping laws as of Jan. 2000 

Contents: 

• CRIMES: 

° iiu l^iVJ\'~,V . ^^^ ^ - SEARCHES AND 
GALEA provisions are in this part) 



GibsoreiMchaitog^dlirtfli^Au Docuff^§y6@^tg^ Fiii^bsM/29f^<Xi^gj^;^^^ 



To- " ??'•"'': .?*«P 



U 



SuhL». ^"***^' J""* 21. 2004 4:57 PM 



Yourmaage 



Swt 4/9/2004 3:20 PM 

•««««* on fi/21/2004 4:57 PM. 



^9/2004 3:20 PM «"wruw«. 
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TO: 



FROM: 



v)^ 



Yolanda Gibson-Michaels 
Infomiation SpeciaJist 

James T. Lantetae 
Assistant Genei 



April 21, 2004 



^ 



Z'. SUBJECT: StoteiUJata£ULXD..ai^^ 



^ 






"Mendew. Via n«™ ..„i,, yoi sSS^-^^JT*.'^" forpntpo«s of a, LeS^^^Ve 

^3'-at2..oop.. i^yir^^::.T^"^i^^^;:^-^^^y.^'' 



lW 



yc £^' 



Cc: Douglas Fahey jV>2=^J^^ 

WilJiam Kmetz ifh)l-^\ ^1 

Robert Wooding P^^ ■ ! 

CarJPoIvmalc h]Zncl,tf^^ 
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fDM 

F«d«ral Deposit Insurane* Corporation 



J^alOivision 



April 26, 2004 



TO: 



FROM: 



SUBJECT: 



Volanda Gibson-Michaels 
Infonnation Specialist 

James T. Lantelme 
Assistant GencnUjetTunsel 



^ I Fai 

L ^" 



conto tta time &n^S^^;^^2r^ " *^'»»"«*- I dtocyj^^ 



'^^'"-^^^-'^'■^coo^^-mr^-^^,,^^^^^^^^^^ 



Cc: Douglas Fahey 
William Kmetz 
Robert Wooding 
Carl Polvinalc 
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Gonzales Hospital Episode Detailed 

Ailing Ashcroft Pressured on Spy Program, Former Deputy Says 



By Dan Ecgzn and Paul Kans 
Vaiihinfion?ott Staff Wiitfrt 




Strength to lift his head and vftak. refused 
to si0i the pi^iers they had tnxiu^t Gon- 
zales and Canl, w^o had never acknowl- 
edged Comejr's presence in the room, turned 
and left. 

The sickbed visit was the start of a dra- 
matic showdown between the White House 
and the Justice Department in eartjr 2004 
that, according to Comey, was resolved only 
when Bush overruled Gonzales and Card. 



On the ni^t of March 10. 2004, as 
Attorney Genoal John P. Ashcroft hqr ill in 
an mtenaive<are unit, his deimty, James B. 
Comey, received an urgent caJB. 

White House Counsd Alberto R. Gon- 
zales and Presidoit Bush's diief of staff. An- 
drew H. Card Jr., were on their way to the JamtsConwK 
I ho^ital to persuade Ashcroft to reautho- ahwSitwtHMef But that was not before Ashcroft. Comey, 
I rize Bush's domestic surveillance program, ahoipttriviittt* Mueller and their aides prepared a mass res- 
I which the Justice Department had just de- Mm Ashoroft ignation, Comey said. The domestic spying 
I termined was illega l, ^r* . 1^ the National Security Agency continued 

**> In vhddtes^Sony to tiie Senate Judiciary Commit- for several weeks without Justice approval, he said. 
tee yesterday, Comey said he alerted FBI Director 1 was angry," Comey testified. T thoui^t I just 
Robert S. Mueller m and raced, sirens blaring, to join witnessed an effort to take advantage of a very sick 

Ashcn^ in his hospital room, arriving minutes be- — '■ 

fore Gonzales and Card. Ashcroft, summoning the See GONZALES, ^44. Col. J 
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